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PER CURI AM

Paul Hof fman, who di sputes whether federal incone tax |aws
apply to him insisted on filing a civil conplaint in this court
against the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) seeking injunctive
relief and nonetary damages. Hof f man asserts that the IRSis mali -
ciously persecuting himin its attenpt to collect taxes. Addi-
tionally, Hoffrman clains that the IRS failed to conply with the
Freedomof Information Act. We di sm ss this conplaint for alack of
jurisdiction.

W find nonerit to Hoffman's contention that this court auto-
matically has jurisdiction to review actions by a federal agency.
Unl ess statute provi des ot herw se, persons seeki ng revi ewof agency
action nust go first to the federal district court rather than the
court of appeals.® This court may exercise jurisdiction only over
final orders,?and certaininterlocutory andcollateral orders.?® The
agency action of which Hof fman conplains is neither a final order
nor an appeal able interlocutory or collateral order.

However, Hoffrman i s not wi t hout a renmedy. Nothi ng prevents him

from seeking relief in the district court.* Upon Hoffman's com

! See 5 U.S.C. § 703 (1994); International Bhd. of Teansters
v. Pena, 17 F.3d 1478 (D.C. Cr. 1994).

> See 28 U.S.C. § 1291 (1994).

® See 28 U.S.C. § 1292 (1994); Fep. R Qv. P. 54(b); Cohen v.
Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949).

* See Rettinger v. FTC, 392 F.2d 454, 457 (2d Cir. 1968);
United Gas Pipe Line Co. v. FPC, 181 F.2d 796, 799 (D.C. Cir.
1950) .




plaint that the IRSviolated his rightsinits collection efforts,
the district court can develop a record and reach a deci sion that
wi Il give due consideration to Hoffman's cl ai ns.

Accordingly, we dismss the conplaint wthout prejudice to
Hoffman's right to seek relief in another forum Additionally, we
deny Hoffman's request for subpoena duces tecum W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



